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LANDJET TRANSPORTATI ON LLC, WWATC )
No. 1583 )

HOME LI FE HELP SERVI CES, LLC, WWATC)
No. 1607 )
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Commi ssion Regulation No. 60-01 provides that each carrier
holding a certificate of authority on the first day of the cal endar
year shall file an annual report on or before January 31 of that year.
Regul ati on No. 67-02 provides that each carrier holding a certificate
of authority on the first day of the cal endar year shall pay an annua
fee of $150 on or before January 31 of that year. Because January 31
fell on a Sunday this year, Rule No. 7-01 extended these deadlines to
Monday, February 1.

Each of the above-captioned carriers held a certificate of
authority on January 1, 2010. Each failed to conply with Regul ation
No. 60-01 and/or Regulation No. 67-02 on or before February 1. As a
result, each carrier was automatically assessed $100 for failing to
pay the fee on tine and/or $100 for failing to file the report on
time. Each carrier has paid the late fee(s) and filed a petition for
refund.

Under Rule No. 20-02, the Conmission nmay consolidate two or
nore proceedings involving a comon question of law or fact. Her e
the common question is whether the Conmission should waive Regul ation
No. 67-03 and refund the late fees paid by petitioners.

Conmmi ssion Rule No. 29 provides that the Commission nmay waive
its rules “upon the filing of a notion show ng good cause.” Hence
the question is whether any of these petitions shows good cause for
waiving said late fees.?

After careful consideration of the grounds offered by each
petition for waiving Regulation No. 67-03, we conclude that none
constitutes good cause for granting the relief requested for the
foll owi ng reasons:

Carrier No. 196, Schrock — Petitioner was assessed a $100 | ate
fee for not filing its 2010 annual report unti
April 13, 2010. The petition addresses the tim ng of
petitioner’s annual fee but not the timng of
petitioner’s annual report. The annual report was
| ate, not the annual fee.

Carrier No. 202, Malek — Petitioner was assessed $200 in late
fees for not tendering its 2010 annual report and fee
until February 18, 2010. No reason is given for being
tardy, and this is not the first tine this carrier
failed to tender its annual report and fee on tine.

Carrier No. 1477, D & V — Petitioner was assessed a $100 | ate
fee for not filing its 2010 annual report unti
February 24, 2010. The petition clains the report was

Y'In re Wnter Gowth, Inc., No. MP-08-084, Oder No. 11,303 (Apr. 24,
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included with the annual fee tendered January 19, 2010,
but the Conm ssion has no record of this.

No. 1478, RT&T — Petitioner was assessed $200 in |l ate
fees for not tendering its 2010 annual report and fee
until February 18, 2010. The petition explains that
petitioner’s office help resigned in early Decenber
2009 and took petitioner’'s Post Ofice box key.
Petitioner’s owner did not realize the former office
wor ker had the key until late January 2010.

Apparently, petitioner’s owner did not think to check
the P.O Box for two nonths. This kind of ordinary
negl i gence does not constitute grounds for refund, and
the deadline for tendering the annual report and fee is
set forth in Regulation Nos. 60 and 67, respectively,
regardl ess of petitioner’s P.QO Box situation

No. 1509 - 1514, 1517, Wolistic Services Ill, et. al

— Petitioners were each assessed a $100 late fee for
not filing a conplete 2010 annual report unti

March 17, 2010. Petitioners filed erroneous/inconplete
reports on January 29, 2010. By letter dated

February 1, 2010, the Commi ssion notified petitioners
of their failure to file acceptable returns.
Petitioners did not file conplete returns until six
weeks later, and those returns required further
correction, which did not occur until March 24, 2010.

No. 1516, Napol eon — Petitioner was assessed $200 in
|ate fees for not tendering its 2010 annual report and
fee until February 5, 2010. The petition states that
petitioner nisread the annual fee invoice and

ni stakenly believed the May 4, 2010, automatic
suspensi on deadline was the deadline for tendering the
report and fee. A msreading of the Conmission’s
annual fee invoice does not constitute grounds for a
refund, and the deadline for tendering the annua
report and fee is set forth in Regulation Nos. 60 and
67, respectively, regardless of petitioner’s m sreading
of the invoice.

No. 1583, Landjet — Petitioner was assessed $200 in
|ate fees for not tendering its 2010 annual fee until
February 22, 2010, and not filing its 2010 annua

report until April 15, 2010. The petition states that
petitioner’s CEO was out of the country from

Novenber 14, 2009, until February 9, 2010. This does
not explain the reason for not filing the annual report
until April 15. And being out of town does not



constitute good cause for waiving the annual -fee |late
fee.?

Carrier No. 1607, Hone Life — Petitioner was assessed $200 in
|ate fees for not tendering its 2010 annual report and
fee until February 12, 2010. The petition states that
petitioner mailed the report and fee on January 21
2010, and received it back fromthe U S. Postal Service
on February 2, 2010, marked “No postage attached”.
Failing to put postage on the envel ope and waiting 10
days to tender the report and fee after its return by
the Postal Service does not constitute grounds for a
ref und.

THEREFORE, | T IS ORDERED:

1. That the above-captioned petitions are hereby consolidated
for decision pursuant to Conmi ssion Rule No. 20-02.

2. That all petitions are deni ed.

BY DI RECTI ON OF THE COMM SSI ON;, COMM SSI ONERS BRENNER AND CHRI STI E

WlliamsS. Mrrow, Jr.
Executi ve Director

2|nre Hatim Awad Hanmed Elfaki, t/a Hand S Trans, No. MP-07-094, Order
No. 10, 484 (May 10, 2007).



